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FcCMaU Room
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in-MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, If enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who. do nolsha£e-theiFvalues. The NPRM-'s-proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing-to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbidS imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the,Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smalter market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks- and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following com~ents in response to the Localism Notice ot Proposed Ruremakingpthe"",

/INFIRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, In MB Doe'ket No;, 04-233. Cv Mail Room

.lit. .,':', " Any. new FCC. r.ules:j policies or,p'roce<':l(Jres..must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
'~,' _propQs,91s dis,cu$sedin the·NPRM, :if er.ll:rcted;.W61:J1~!t1() s6 - cthd must not be adopted.

, .k1):.;. '. The ECC·must nbtforceradio statio'ns, espec\'aily religious broadcasters, to take advice from
:p~9P!e who do. not share their. values. The NPRM's 'pfopGse'd advisory board proposals would impose such

. ~ncqns~it~tioJ:!91 r:nar:Jdates. ;.Religious ,broadcasters who';resist advice from those who don't share their
, ~v.alues could face increased: harassmeAt, compiaintsarid et(:)n loss of license for choosing to follow their own

, , ' consciences, rather than allowing incompatible view.IDoihlS to sHape their programming. The First
Amendmentprohibits government, including the FCC, from diotating what viewpoints a broadoaster,
particUlarly a religious broadcaster, must preseht.

, ~ ~.'
(2). , The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone h~
rights to air time. Proposed.public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
90nscientiou$lY objects. to:tlil.eMlTl1I'6Ssagei· The·First A'mendmEmt forbids imposition of message delivery

, . . . 'I 0 '--1r.'· ,-('P'--mandates on any-religIon: ' -~, 0" "'~h" eo!.: ••;: =."

I I

(3) l'he.FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of.prqgrammiAg, especially religious ,programming, is notproperly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting'. on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
oonstitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applioation'processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
r~v.j~w of c.eJitain classes:of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

"" :!:'!31i9i9.Ll:?:broadeasters. 'Ft:Jo~e who,stay true to their-consoiences and present only the messages they
.qor!~pond to. their beliefs could! faoe 'Ior.rg, expensive and'potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

~I~... , :._,. 4...

it .,10'" ....~ "6 .i::r: (§~, Man¥...C.hristian\broadcasters ope~ate;on tight ~udgets, as do many smaller market secular
c,." ·r; ;sta~ign~. Kaeping,the~lectr:ieitylfl0wing'is'dfteFi·a,Gt\allen~e: 'Yet, the Commission proposes to further

,I: :-, :'~', !:"~, , '.' \slil~i.e4~::~iclile?and"sliT:la\lermarket: bf0'atl!oasters, :by;sCil5st~nftally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
:.);itq,ff p!i.e\si!~n~~,1wh,enever a'statidin' is omthe air and;(\bJob~M:urtherrestricting main studio location choices.

Rai~jng ,c0stS?:':With these proposals"Would force'servicil:lf(b~tbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.
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We urge the FCC.lilot to adGpt rules, pro~e~t!fres or policies discussed above.
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C9~..menw in'\Re~p'onse to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking Received&l
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaking~g '2 8?"n1J
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. .FCC Mai .'

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of 1Room
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be.adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible Viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response'to.Lo~smNotice 6f Pf(jposiid RUlemaking
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.'v(,U{~"d&
I submiHhe following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakrng ( l, In[;pected

'''NPRM''). released .Jan. 24, 200~, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I.:t..? 2 "
.' ',' Ar:I''I;n~wFCC rUles, pOlicIes or procedures must not violate First Arnendrnen't r\gr...... J>.. nr-,,:,'o~~ C>~ (J ZGCg

proposals.discussed ,in the NPRM; if ena-cted, would'do so - and must not be adopted, V;.J· 1\ ',' ': ..

.: . ":.(~) .' ' The.FCC must rtlot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice fro~ . ' ... ". J;1/ ,

'J people;who'do npt'share their values. The,NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
. , . ,unconstitutional, mandates. Religious br:oadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

val!Jes,13.puld face increased'harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consoienees;rather than all0wing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religic'i>l:Js broadcaster, must present.

. (2) . The.FC.C. must not tL!rn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PFQ[ilosed. pablic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects. to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

._~andate.~Qn.anyf~lig1911. \

(.3) , ~Iile FCE>'~~$t no~ f?rce revelation .of specific editorial ~ecision-making information. The choice
Of.'~logramm,J"'f~" ~s,~e.clally-r.~lIglous pro,grammlng, IS not properly dictated by any government agency - and
prQlj'osals to force re~rting on..\?uch things as who produced what programs would intrude on
COI:tstittitionall'y-protecte~ eQitoria"~oices.

(4) The FCC must flot establish a two-tiered renewal system in whioh certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routi~ renewal application processing. The propc!lsed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of appl(pants by t~e Commissioners themselves would amolJnt to coercion of

- religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs €0uld'face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

.. . (5) . . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market seeuijl'r
stations•.Kee~ing'the electricity flowing ,is -often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

.: " _.SJ:lu~eze niche.and smaller market broadcasters, by 5uDstantially raising costs in two ways.: (a) by re,quiring
..staff presencewhenever a station.is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

W~, urge the. FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

. ~;(L
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.eQ)pmenUs In~R,~p~nse to Localism Notice~O:f.@oP;ts:fj('Riilemaking Received&~
MIU)ocket N'o. 04~33 'I1speCf,w

H~D" "'v
I $ubmit the following comments in response to the ~ocalismNotice of Proposed ~'emaf<tni("fn,.,~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04~233. "'C,.. "A _.
v lv/ail

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A numbe'?61o~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would··do so - eveR if a religious broadsaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally~protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence Whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service. is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RJf'&;Q.iMaYJe,...
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I"fOOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access I'eq",irements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose SUGh unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
prografllming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery 'ffi·andates, on ·any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of progr:amming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and propo$als to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionany~protected editorial choices.

,(4) Man.y Christian broaqcasters. oper.ate· ~:m tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statie'ns. Keeping the eleotricity f,lowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the pUblic interest.

, : . 'We"t:lJge~~me"FeC Rot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
'.> ~. II; '"

.,~ ~:¥~:m.d{J.6M~~'_·%----7Z~!&~/1:t.L.--· _
~reand~ --0 d8%?
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445 12th. ~,tre~t) SW
Waslli,ngton, 'PC 20,554

';.Attn: ehief;Media :Bure~u



SaveChristia~R~d\Q~6om 'P2rge 1 of 3'

FCCPROPOSALS COULlJ SILENCE CHRlSTI~ RADIO~TAT~f!~SJ ('('ted
Tell the FCC, to l<e~p,FJ{EE,SPEECH,PlUfrE and not to tamper with @a:riSvmh8aW6P----

• H • ~, \ religious ptogrartlining!"· -- .' MAR 262008
.')'~. , .

~I· ~ \ ".. "~

. t' ~ " ;. . ...... '. ':". ~ I

The FCC is considering rule changes that could force Christian radio stations to eithtfmQdify'~': . l~ .

their m~ssages, or be forced from the air.; ,
l .. J

Although not directed specifiQally,at ,those ,llsitlgl/;the airwaves,to disseminate the Good News of
the'Gospel, potential ,;me ch'anges could,put,.citrisqan BrQadp~ters in,an untenable position. If
enacted, the proPO$als could force Christian., radio Jprogrammers to either compremise their
messages 'by including input from those who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of '
costly, long and potentially ruinous government-inquiries.

PRQPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering~a proposal that weuld force every radio
station to f~e programming advice from,cammwnty advisQry boards broadly representative of
an area's pop:.wation~·That in~ans that Christian hn0adcast-stations could'be forced to take
programming advi~e from peop1e ~1?-ose valu.es are at <;>dds with the Gospel! A well -organized
group ofatheists, abortionists or s~~ular humanists could demand representation - and have
standing to cause trouble.at the FCC ifthey were turned away.

, .1 J • 1 " ~ ,
'..~' ;,

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster whQ stands up to the,pressure and refuses to compromise

on matt~!s <?f £OJ}.s.~!~9-pe, ,Q.Q,ulq~~i~~~~i(i)f,:·keJJ>statiofu.J s:J.iceIlSe renewal tied up for many years
as ;th~ FCC'9r0.ps.igers comp.laints and allegations·~oN.e.t: ;nothing'mote thail "the station's"~h~se~ .
broadc~t niessag~!

PROPOSAL: Among the prop<:>sed new regulations are requirements that stations report, every
three months, how much progranuiJ.ing ofvarious types has been broadcast, who produced it, and '

how it reflects the interests ofa cross-section of local residents - even those who do not share
Gospel v~ues. ~:I. ,','

• .i' I '. ~_.,.. •• ..-.-...~ __ ~

RBSUbT:' If';e~ait~d;such®t¥Femefik~..,:r.grv'e c~;tian~~o;s ,o'ppone~ts powerful new
tools to harass and possiblysilence Gbspel inspired voices. Anned with these reports,
adversaries can file complaints with the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to
compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian Station that insists on only pure Gospel ,
programming could be made to pay a high pric.e for its refusal to yield airtime to those with other
messages. "

PROPO~AL: O~e :proposed variation would even force stations to gram a.certain 8n;lq~t of ,

airtime t~\ any grQl:lp:tliat requests it -' much lIke cabl~ television systems make time available
" ";" L"on "public access, channels." ..... , ' . ".

" r;..... I : ...

... "" ,,~ ..,... .. ..'

.'

,\



SaveChristianRadio;oom Page 2 of3
RESULT: But unlike public access channels, whIch were created as a kind of open public
forum, Christian Radio is a combination ofpulpit and mission. The government cannot force
messages from any pulpit, nor-insist that ,:p1issiQnaries promulgate viewpoints ,contrary to the
Gospel. The same way, it should not be forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages
promulgated by secular humanists, abortionists or atheists.

~ " I,' ,~ { r' ~

RESULT: The FCC is also considering ways it c~uld increase its coercive powers to force
speech on unwilling broadcasters. Even a station that avoided sanctions during a typical eight-
year license tenn could. find its license rellewal challenged. '

y , ' '".r~~):L.,t, r: O( ~ ~~,.,.' ::~f !'. , .' ' .....

While this has'10ng:been.trile~ in'reeent'yea11s, the-delays'toliused by these ohallepges usually more,
ofa nuisance than a disaster, as skilled'civil service prcifessienals worked through issues. These

..§,o;r:~t e.xperts had auth~~o/_to apply reas~l1'--and ll1timately, grant~d ~~~t ~ve~ ren~"",-al
pre e· e: , ' ". " '" ",'" .'

PROPQSAL: But,;the FCC is~consldetingla'renewa1 processing procedure that would take
renewal-grantfuag pp\¥.er @,ut of4b.e'haJ1ds~of qllalifled civil servants when a Christian station, in
good conscience, has'kept its message pure anCI not allowed its facilities to be used to promulgate
other messages. Instead ofro1J;tine processing by civil servants, such a station's renewal
application wiU be sUbj'ect to the often multi-year p~ocess ofreview by the politically-appointed
FCC'commissioners. '. ." .

RESULT: Not only will such a designati-en'make:lil-licerise renewal more time-consuming, but
ial~~.(ij~e:.cQs!lYFt(!)!\.<ill!t$;,C~stian Broadcasters facing such a process will likely need greater

'assis:tance' from laWyers 'anti o'the~ c~nsulmnts ,"":,. a<ld~dt'e~~eils€s that could prove ruin.ous.

RIJO.POSAL: Finally, the FCC is al~o l?roposing to drive up the costs ofproviding Christian .
Broaacastl)ig $'ervrcesihy'elirritnatfit~>laD,~s,~y:.,g; tec~~logi~a1 ,~~~cements that make it
posslf>1e to op~1aMTaaio staticins,' af1~~tli1iff 8f~e titi1'e: 'Wi:tlhout ail employee on the premises.

RESULT: Although such un-staffed operations have been the norm for years, the FCC is

considering a rulel(Y require staffing whepever a radio s~tion is on-the air -:- even ifall th~,
programming at that time is del1v€F¢a by 'satellite. Go~l"~ ls'vlirlay be free,'to all, but getting the. ........". .\ " .

word out will beco~e.,~ven mQfe ~xpensive - perhaps too expensive for some radio stations.
t-•••

PROPOSAL: The FCC is also considering a proposal thatw0uld~fotce many Christian stations
to relocate their main studie facilities.

\ \.

.'

• 'Zl!



~... ~SaveChristianRp,dio.com;Page'~l:o.L!:!,:,,·;~t~~: .. '\"::.i,~ .. z:r"7,'~;' ' ..., , I 'l .' .

RESULT: Nirw; it is possible to serv~ sev~ra1 miss\ons from one locati~n. But under this
proposal, many co-locatio~ arrap.gements.woul;d:be forG~d to ~nd.- raising daily opera~ing,costs

and imposjng iJ:nm,e4iate.expenses rel~tep.tQ ~[W)ving, cowtN-ction 9fot4er fa~ilities ,and
overseeingJor(ied relocatipns. -:. , :,;.' i: .. ·'~ ',.,.;, .' .

RESULT: When coupled with the rapidly tisiIig .~qats ofbrQ~dcasting, including multiplying ;
electricity expenses~ ~xtended staffing.IeqqiE~,t».~».tia:g<il~f~i~edll1elocations will leave some '.
Christian B;foadcasters with -little choice: either~u~aGk or. give up. The First Amendment ,
protects the .free .exercise of.rel~gion. The gpv~r.t,mlep-t.mu~t I.!-ot be allowed to impose rqles that
violate it. .Christian. Radio:n~e.d~ yolVt~Ppp~)it.Jl)l(')w to,keep its message ofsalvation strong on the

nation's airwaves. It's· not just a Christian thing....:;· tW€l"ry@n.@(S fundalliental'constitutional rights
are at stake. . . ';.' ',. .

,1 ',' •••"."

:HERE'S WHAT YPU CAN DO: .
The FCC is fuking COmln--ents on these proposals., You can add your comm€Jits to the record. The

FCC can only make'~e ,ch~ges b~ed on:evidence:- anq;th~ ~~dell~e Y~)ll ~~bmit can.make a
difference! .

t" 'I r' J

By Mai.: ~end it letter" sp~.cifying what the FCC m1.Jst llot do a,p.d why. Make sUre you place the
docket nwnber on top ofthe lette.r to he sure it is delivered to the correct office:

, .
, ! ., . ;,,.' ' , .

·~.~),....,~.t;.l" •.... ,,',.... '." ..... ,.-
$"~",'" ' ~ ., ', : .. ' .., '-",l.>:,)k..· ."' • .QL..:'-~r+!-"f:."--'" .-

~ •~ ...~~.'~<"""~" ..... .~
., ,. .

Using the US Postal Service: ,
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 '12th Street~ SW
w~himgtQ~\PI'""
~fI-..-<-: r.t~ '$''fr..K-.'" \~'J
~~:~_Jp..l!lle,~e~, _
.' .

"" .;' , ,,~\

Or using FedEx, UPS, Dill.. or similar services:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
9300 East Hampton Drive
CapitQI Heights, :MD,20743
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

By·In,~ernet: Vi~it http://www.savechristiartra.djo..com for easy step-by-step comment
submission assistance.

~6i:t· ca,~l·also-w.vi!e tQ·.y.;qu.rolSe(at"iiFs\and'Congressman. T~l1 th~m that freedom ofreligion and
fteedsnnt ~f,speeop. we 1:fuieatened~1Jj)esQribe the prdblematic FCC proposals and the harm they

wilI-.c~tte, if\theY!'are'~0pted.. Fer hei~10ca~gyour Senators and Congressman - visit
;~ ~ . . .." b.~:W~i$ave.~llristl~adio.com '



COJqqtent~ il;l.Respon~e· to Localism Not~c,~ ~{i,Pl1qYO~~\l:Rule~~~g

. MiJ~bocket Mo..04,:,233 .:
I submit the folloWing comments in response to the Localism Notice ofProposed Rulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released J~. 24, 2008~ in MB.DoGket No. 04-233. Any new FCC rules, policies
or procedures triust not viOlate First Amendment rights. A number ofproposals discussed in the
NPRM, ifenacted, would do -so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must hot force radio stati<;ms,'especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who '
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss oflicense for
choos;ing:to f~ll(!}~~~D.:r;<!lwn'~on..sGten:ee&~ rather than ~IL(i}wing incompatible viewpoints to shape ,
their progr~g.,The FirstAmendment prohibits ,governnwnt, including'the FCC, from
dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

.... - .\..

- - -':'o;At~~~liliit.il1;e~ tliin everynillio sfam@ifip.fo a pU01iC forumwhere"anyone aF1cteiV~n-6ne -; '. '. "
h~ QWts t~oait ~e. J;>roppsed public access r~quirements would do so - even ifa religious
broadcaster c(fuscientiously objects to'the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
messffge"delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making infonnation. The
choic,e ofprogtiammillg, especially religious-programming, is not properly dictated by any
!goiV"€irmnent agency - and proposals'to fOFce reporting on such things.as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

,:{4)~~ EeC must not establish a two-ti(fled renewal system in which certain licensees would be
auto$,litically barred from rouffue renewal applimqion processing. The proposed mandatory
special reni::wal review ofcertain classes ofapplicants ~)' tb:eCommissioners themselves 'would
amoU)1t to coercion 'ofreligious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
p¢l?se~~ o~y the messages they correspondto their beliefs could face long, expensive and
pdteritiaHy ruinous, renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
fui"thersqaeeze :rUche.and smaller market brQadcasters, ~~y: substantially raisi,ng costs inJwo. .
ways: (a) by requiringstafifpreseflce whenever a station is o)1lthe air and~ (b) by further
restricting main. stu~o location choices. Raising costszwiththese proposal;s would force service
cu~bffcks - and,curtailed servic,e is contrary to the public interest. We urge the FCC not to adopt
rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

C~·~~
Sigp.ature ' .
~,,£m~

Name
j)~,

" Title (if any) &. IJ" JJ
~~~~~Organization (jJ,)~ :'



Received & Inspected

~~AR262008OOMments in RespOils~'to IJbG~n$rtrNolI"
MB Docket No. 04·233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemK~gC(t~~2i! ;~oom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

~ FCC rul,E!s, policles or prdg,e_d,ures m~t n~ viplate FirstAmendment rights. A number of '
prop~ls dis~ssed in_th: NP.!3M, ite~d, w0J:!!d dg s~- alJ.9 mu.§t n~ b~a~.-~~ _

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutic:mal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist ~dvice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, includin,g the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC(!Dust nohturn every. radio station into ,a public forum .wher~ anyone and eVeryone has
rJghts to air time. J?rQp.o~~.d> P.~Uc access! re.quJr.emer:lts lJIiel:ll<::l do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientioU"$.ly ol;)j~et$ to the message. Th:e,First,Amendmen~ forbids irnposition of message delivery
mandate~ or:l~any JE\lligien. " , . , ' . .

.. . .. .

(3) Th~ FCC~Hst 'not}orce rev.elation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things:as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

,.1 • ,(}

(4) . - The FCC'&usf noVestablish a two-tiered renewal system. in which certain licensees would be
automatic;:IlIy barr~d from 1i0utiite renewa.l ,application processing'. The proposed mandatory special renewal
re\li!3W of cer.t~iR Ql~s_se~,pf .appli.caliltS by the Com'missioners themselves would amount to coercion of
'~i;lli9!q~s.il$r.iJatlGast¥r"$"~ r"hp~e'lNhO stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
conrespofld fo-Hiei1r beliefs could-face long, expensive ~~~\'.p.~tentiaIlY ruinous renewal proceedings.

- . ~ -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rL@S, procedures or polici~s discussed above.
--- -- ~":'::.-;:=. - ~ - _. ~---

~y~~'~--
;~~gtht~~

Signature

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
:statians. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff prasetice whenever a station is on the air and, (b) {:I~rf!Jrttier res.tricting. main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
pUblic interest.

- - ... 1

.....~_,;..r.........:-"•.""".:-:0..;.:..•.,):....;.:,•• ..;;..•__...;""..__•. _·'.;...1· •• "'l','
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Mar.garet L. Hicks

1407 Deadra Dr.
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ReCeilleq
C·9.wme.lllsi.n .Re~pon_se, to LOCimsm Notice of Proposed Rulemaking AI &1118J)eCfl
MB ,Docket No. 04-233 'fAR "28'" fJd

.I="~ /ft"l1
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemaking~p •

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ..,ifPrlj
\J,n

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpOints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster'
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

~~~t4~
Signature

[1 g; r1' r;:;. lJ~r
Name

Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Date

370 I
Address

Phone



Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

f ' .'.

F:s':8i\:2d &. 1r.C'r::>~.Lpd
•... 1......... -'· .....

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the "NPRMD

), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ~1A~ 2620G8

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAmendment rig~~ ~::a;l t,
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so -and must not be adoptea~' .,. ,com

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people wf.io do not share tf:leir values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose sl!lch unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't!share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for clioosing to follow their own conscienceS, rather thcim allowing-incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, partiCUlarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do 50 - even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects tGthe message. The FirstAmendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency - and proposals to force reporting on sOchthings as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred trom routine renewal application processing. T~e proposed mandatory
special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would
amount to coercion of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and
present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous ren~wal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squee~e niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways:
(a) QY f aid ,ff'~ wh~neYer a station is on the air and, .(1) by further restricting main

..§t~lii:e ' , ',; ",ijil~j3,e,prQpq~IS,-wolJlld ,wice service cutbacks - and
,._" " -c~rtl:jil~ ~ :na interest '

We urge the FCC not to adept rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

..



I submit the following c.omments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
" 'ttheUN'PRM")~! released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

. ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, p~rticularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message '
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming" is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular ,
stations. Keeping;~the electricity flowing is often "a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff pre-sence whe_never a station is on the air and, (b).by further .restricting main studio_
location choices. Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

.'

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

, '...
, -:" ~~. ... ...',
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Mail By April'14, 200B·to:
The Secretary _'
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW .
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit ~he t9ncp,.wilil~ p0mD1~f'ts in res,ponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
. J . " "w:;; 'to . (ltl;"e~'jN~~RM'~~,.\rel;eased Jan. 24, 2008~ in MB Docket No. 04·233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

'. , ,. ...., '.,

(1) The FCC must ·not forG~ radio stations, especially relig,iol.)s broadc~.gter$ ..to take advice from
peop"e who:.dp.)not share their :values. The NPRM's proposed ,advisory board proposa\s wou\d
impo§e such llnconl3titutionaliJJ1laJ:'ldF'tes. Religious broaqcasters who resist advice from those who
dPD:,t· sbar~·their:"vff.lues cOI.,I:ld face If:1creased harassment,. complaints and even,loss of license for
~h,op.~i09 !~. fol-loVl( th~ir own consciences, rather than. allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
)(j~wpgints ~ pfoad:caster,. ~articular.ly a religious broadcaster, must present.
.;,.~·~.,:" ..'7 ..·t... t~ •. :~);)\' :,_..... t t', .. '.',1'0,--- " • .• .' ',. •

(2.)r:ifhe EG.C:'mlJst not tl.,lm,ev.:,~ry raEJio &tation. into·a public.forum wh~re anyone, and everyone has
rLg,h1s.to ~~. ~ime ..p[Opos~q pubH~ access :requirem~ntswould de;> so - even if a r~Jigious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery' mandates on .any religion.

(Sl'The FCC must not f9rGf:r~~elaijE:mof spe,Cifi9·~ditorial_decisiqn-makinginformation. The choice
~f .p_tqgr~m~iJ)g,~e~peGially.~re}Jgious p'f0grammi~g,)~ 110t properIY;,dictated by any government -
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
i~tru.de:on~QOnstitutionally-~rotected editorial choices.
I.. A, I • I I _ I" • •• • 'II' ., " :"".,. ~ ,:j. t • 'w, ,

(4) Many C-h,ri~tian -br-oadcas~er§),.Q;p~rateon tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping tJie~eleQtricity:<flowing is otten a cha~lenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze ni~he and smaller market I;>roadcasters, ,by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
r.equ.ir.ing staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio'
location choices. Raising C0$ts with these proposals would force service c~tbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to; adopt rules, procedures or poliG~ discussed above.

~~ ..~.~
Signature and Date

~~\D~ ~ \\\\ SUx\S'\\ N,'W,CJ~~~\ · c,~
Name and Address ~~~ l.o9

~fII1ail Bv Aprif 14. 2008 to:
Tlie Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau



The Jason Foundation®
Working to Give Our Youth a Promise for Tomorrow

Received & Inspected

MAR 262008

March 20, 2008

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St SW
Wasbdngron,D.C.20554

Re: In the matter ofBroadcast Localism MB DocketNo. 04-233

Dear Chairman Martin,

I am writing in support ofClear Channel Radio - Nashville. The Jason Foundation, Inc.
(JFI) has had a long-standing and very positive relationship with Clear Channel Radio 
Nashville.

, ,~
.),

"'..,

CF/hb

Clear Channel- Nashville has utilized their different venues and programs to help JFI
educate the public about the "Silent Epidemic" ofyouth suicide. Clear Channel Radio 
Nashville went beyond running Public Service Anno-.m,(Jements and featured our mission
on talk shows, sport shows-ana even 4uring regular...I,llbsic programming. Clear Channel
has also.suppo~d Th~./~0~Fo., . 'o~ in:lu:tj'~''tlraisjRg efforts for .over five years in
a row With vanous eventS~.<;1~ . el has, y beetta "~er'''Wlth The Jason
Foundation and our e:ffo~~'~~ ..r;;! ',0 . ••- the 3 Ie . cause ofdeath for
youth ages 15-24. ." '_," ...:.

I urge the~g.
Clear C1ImqJ.el. .
with JFI ana Si

Educational Programs and Seminars in Awareness and Prevention of Youth Suicide

181 East Main St., Jefferson Bldg., Suite 5 • Hendersonville, Tennessee 37075
Phone: 615~264~2323· Fax: 615~264~0188 ·Toll~Free: 1~888~881~2323· www.jasonfoundation.com



Treasure Tennessee's Heritage Fifth and Deaderick Streets - Nashville, TN 37243-1120 • Phone: 615-741-2539 - Fax: 615-741-7231

Tennessee State Museum March 18, 2008

I am writing this letter ofsupport on behalfofClear Channel Communications and their broadcast
stations WSIX, WRVW, WUBT, WLAC and WNRQ, in the greater Nashville area. As a
statewide history and;ar,t museUll1~:cllltrged'with'eilgagiiig'and'enlightiining tDiCitizens of '
Tennessee, and as an institution which does not charge admission to view our permanent exhibits,
we are delighted to have such a vital promotions partner.

Clear Channel Radio has been extremely supportive ofthe museum through PSA's, interviews and
stories during our 2007 Year in Exhibitions. Clear Channel's active participation helped drive
traffic to some very diverse programming. From Speak Truth to Power, an exhibition featuring 50
powerful portraits ofhuman rights defenders; to Peter Max: Maximum Exposure, a retrospective
showcasing the artist's work from Pop to Patriotism and Cosmos to Causes; to Sparkle & Twang:
Marty Stuart's American Musical Odyssey, a visual feast ofartifacts and instruments belonging to
a ''who's who" ofMusic City performers; to Bagels & Barbeque: The Jewish Experience in
Tennessee, the story ofone tenacious group ofTennessee immigrants who embraced the culture
they found there, Clear Channel proved to be invaluable.

Lois Riggins-Ezzell
Executive Director

Tennessee State
Museum Foundation
Executive Committee

Ray Bell
Chairman

Robert P. Thomas
Vice Chairman

David Preston
.Secretary "

.Jim ~pears .
Treasurer

'Sen~t~r [)~'~glas Henry
,Se17flte.j1ewesentative

R~R' Rob Briley
House Representative
"- • L.:" ~

'Paul R. McCombs, M.D.
~rryf!1-,=!dja.~Past Chair

FoundatiotJ,,1;!9arJ/
Members' ,

Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20036

RE: In the Matter ofBroadcast Localism (MB Docket No. 04-233)

Dear Chairman Martin:

Received &lnspe' ,..rJ

MAR 262008
FCC ~ '),'11'1 .:.... ", n

10 "'" • (VI....JtJ

• ,-,~, _10., ~.~

Clare Arinistead

Jim Ayers

Susan Brock

Dr. T.B. Boyd, III

Marianne Byrd

Trudy Byrd
.'c:., ...

Carol Coleman

Chri~trn~<Karbowiak
1..:- ,"'"'

9.f!Il~.~J;I ~errrigan .J;-.~

c:r' ,'...... J :
P'amela Lewis -

MiJ~hl}l!'ln, .•.

~l~~II:V~:,fi:~aL"'<I. ~, ." ..:

Ri~h Rob~~~' ' 1", ,,~

81wn,I;Ia Small

By!on R. Trauger

... :. C~~"
'b _, ,1, "'-

We are indebted to this broadcast company for performing such an outstanding service to
its local audience. With their assistance, the museum has been able to reach many citizens with
inspiring art and history. We are hopeful that this productive collaboration will continue well into
the future.

~~, h,-
Lois RigginS-EZZe~
Executive Directo1.,JJ

CC: Senator Lamar Alexander, Senator Bob Corker, Representative Marsha Blackburn,
Representative Steve Cohen, Representative Jim Cooper, Representative David Davis,
Representative Lincoln Davis, Representative John J. Duncan Jr., Representative Bart Gordon,
Representative John Tanner, Representative Zach Wamp

Thank You for inclUding the Tennessee State Museum in your charitable giving and estate plans.
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, FCC Mail Room

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

I sUbmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) T~e FCC must not force radio stations, especiallY religious broadcasters"to take'acMee from
,,--: :peopJe who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
,Nalues aouldlface ,increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own

: consciences, rather than aJiowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Arn~ndment pliohibits govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particulal1ly a religious broadcaster, must present.

,~ II j

(2) The FCC !!J.hlst'not turn every radio statio", im~,a pUblic forum where anyone and everyone has
fights to air time. Proposed public access requiiemel-1is would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

j ,mandates on any religion.

,·-(3) . - -The FCC'm'usfnot force revelation of speciric~editorialdeoision-making information. The choice
of programming, especiallll religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
,con~~itutionally-protectededitorial choices.

(4) - - The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners thllfljls§3lves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
;cprr,e;spoI1P to their·beliefs could'face long, expensive' and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) > Mqn~ Christian~brQl;JG!9asters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
" ,.., )J~"l§liPft.en~'~.:glilgJJen,ge. Yet, the Gommission proposes to further.

~
,. .."~,. ., .It...~· ;~::a~~§§:t~rfEr,'b'$i,Wbstaliti'all¥fai~ilJ@ costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
,r';'f.,r'>'Ir:~\~ lYr'.: ' - 1,~'~Ji a sfa. r~r:t~T~: ~li~~1fanc;fJ (b) by fl,lIih~r restricting main studio location choices,
..... " .~aising b " ,I ,i tfiese 'PfGlpdsals'woUltr force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
, , public interest. .

~ ~ ~

VVe,u~ge the,FQC not to adopt rules, prodedures or poU.9i~s di~cuss~d above.,
;''''1 .." -I ,I. I. I
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

Received &Inspected

MAR 2 (J (~nlJ

FCC Mail Room

I sUbmit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. '

Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals disGus,sed in the NPRM. if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not fprce Fadio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whe resist advice from those who don't share their

. ,values·ccil.uld face iflcreaseid harassment. complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rafher than 'allowlng incompatible viewpoints to s'ha'pe their programming. The First
Amendl1)entR~:eliliJ;lits, gov~rnment, incluclinQ the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
;Pl(l.r.ti91!lIal1l¥;~~:t:~lWiOus furoC}dcaster, must present. '..

) '. I

(2) The FCC must not turn ~very radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
fights to air time. Propos.e;a:,p'-'I!lbfic a,ccess requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
cons.cient~ously objects to 'the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
m~ndates. or,u'!'Ily.religi0n.-· ..

I I ~ I·;

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of spedficetlitotial aecislbfi-maklng information. The choice
of p.r,ogrammililg,>espepiaIlM;religious prG!gramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
~fjroppsals·;to,~iD.rlG~{~f6b.rtin,@ on swch thililgs as Who produced what programs would intrude on
,.oon~:ili..futi@~t);aJ~~~Jt~le~cle~.el:!itQrial.el~loices. 1" l' c';'"

t' '- -'_ •• --~. - - .--

(4) The FCC must not establish a two.-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aut@matically .bal1red from r:.outine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
relYiew'of certain classes of applicants by the Commissionersth~JVs~lves would amount to coercion of
religious broClctcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only. the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face lon9, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

"

(5) Many Ghristian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the ~I~c.t.ricity fl.0wing"il:i often a ~/;IaJI~nge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

,:s.l!l~;~~ze iome ~~,. (slil1~lIer/J1il~~k~t;br~:a~f%~§t~r.~, by ~Ub§tar.Jtially raisi~g. costs i.n two ~ays: (~) by re~ulring
/ .. ~ , '.~Ja{!~~4.s C:lA4J!jlN~lrifltld, (P~.bYf(i(lithl;lr restrlctmg maIO studio location chOIces.

~:'I,:i.' .:, '," Jj~tf~.al~:w~tl~t~:c, ,e ~~r¥i.g~?~1!itQ?i.cks".. and curtailed service is contrary to the
""'''''''-::~' .~~ .:::/, ~>. ~ ~ j" - '::'~ ~.,,' 'I

d,,;,lr" ",,' ,~;•. " :,~:, ,

.~ ,,;.r>. We' t1rge ~~e F:~q;~~ttoad~pt rules, procedures or IPolicies discussed above.
'. ;: .,., . ' .. , , '. • '..'1' :.'
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, l,suli».mi;t,the,fQllo~ilJ.g;.~,ommelilt~.inresponse to the Loc;alism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
. ' (~he'~~~'P'~tY1"), f~I·~.ased Jan. 24, 200~'; in \MB ,Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose sush unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for'
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition Of message
delivery mandates.on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(~) r\1~;ny ,Q~r1stlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular.
st~~ib,r1s.Xeepingthe electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by'
reqIliril'1g staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed
servibe1i's c0n{G~ry to th.§ .pu~lic interest. .__

..,. ,.... - ...,:
.'

~ - - - . ... _. -- .. . .
.We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or p~licies discussed above.

.. ~. , .
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